REMARKS 

Claims 1-5 and 7-8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 6,1 14,948 to Astell ("Astell") in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,459,370 to 
Barrieau et al ("Barrieau"). 

Claims 9, 24, and 25 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Astell, in view of Barrieau, and fiirther in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,825,280 to Merendini 
et al ("Merendini"). 

Claims 10-1 1 and 15-21 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Astell, in view of Barrieau. 

Claims 22-23 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Astell, in view of Barrieau. 

Claims 6 and 13 have been rejected xmder 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Astell, in view of Barrieau, and further in view of NPL (TOT finder decals). 

Claims 12, 14, and 26 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Astell, in view of Barrieau, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,222,455 to Kaiser 
("Kaiser"). 

Claims 1-26 remain pending. 
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Rejection of Claims 1-5. 7-8. 10-11. and 15-23 under 35 U.S.C. S 103(aV 

With respect to independent claims 1, 10, and 22-23, the Office Action states Astrell 

discloses all of the elements of Applicants' independent claims except that the security system 

secures a building against burglaries, which Barrieau allegedly discloses. 

Independent claim 1 has been amended to point out more clearly what Applicant regards 

as the invention. Support for the claim amendment can be found, at least, in paragraph 17 of the 

specification. 

Specifically, Applicant's independent claim 1 recites, in part, at least one safety light 
including a housing, a receiver provided within the housing for receiving a wireless signal, and 
a transmitter provided within the housing for transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the 
home security system to inform the home security system of a status of the safety light. 

Astell discloses a safety apparatus for providing information to a fire fighter conceming 
the number of occupants of each room of a dwelling in the event of a fire. The apparatus 
includes an activator disposed extemally relative to the dwelling. The activator is activated by 
the fire fighter in the event of a fire. A transmitter is electrically connected to the activator such 
that when the activator is activated, a signal is sent to the transmitter. The signal triggers a 
secondary signal, which is transmitted by the transmitter. A receiver is located in each room of 
the dwelling, each receiver receives the secondary signal fi-om the transmitter. The receiver 
generates a pulse corresponding to the secondary signal. A strobe Ught is located within the 
same room of the dwelling as the receiver. The strobe light is electrically connected to the 
receiver so that the strobe light is energized by the pulse fi-om the receiver. The strobe light is 
positioned such that the strobe light is visible from outside the dwelling. The strobe light emits a 
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visible signal corresponding with the number of occupants within the room for indicating to the 
fire fighter how many persons occupy each room of the dwelling. 

In contrast, Applicants' independent claim 1 recites a security system with a safety light 
feature. The security system includes a control for controlling the security system wherein the 
security system secures a building against burglaries. The security system fiirther includes at 
least one sensor adapted to provide a signal to the control indicating that an emergency condition 
has been detected and at least one safety light. The safety light includes a housing, a receiver 
provided within the housing for receiving a wireless signal, and a transmitter provided within the 
housing for transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the home security system to inform the 
home security system of a status of the safety light. The security system further includes a 
transmitter responsive to the control for transmitting a wireless signal to the at least one safety 
light to activate the at least one safety light when the control receives the signal indicating that 
the emergency condition has been detected. There is no teaching or suggestion by Astell of 
integrating a safety light into a security system as set forth in Applicants' independent claim 1 . 

Further, the Examiner cites col. 5, lines 10-38 of Astell as teaching a transmitter provided 
within the housing for transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the home security system to 
inform the home security system of a status of the safety light, as claimed by the Applicants. 
The cited passage only refers to a strobe light emitting a visible light. There is no teaching or 
suggestion of the strobe light communicating status information wirelessly to a security system. 
The only "status" a visible light could transmit is the fact that it is on. Moreover, this status 
could only be transmitted to a human. The strobe light status is not transmitted wirelessly to a 
security system. 
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The Examiner cites col. 4, lines 22-25 as teaching that the status indicates a low battery 
condition. This passage teaches a battery indicator on the strobe light. In contrast, Applicants' 
battery status is transmitted wirelessly to the security system. 

Barrieau discloses a method and apparatus for determining proper installation of alarm 
devices. Jumper and ground faults are detected within an alarm system. Jumper detection 
applies to devices having two or more functions (e.g., audible hom and visual strobe). When 
operated with a single circuit, jumpers typically remain installed in such devices to provide 
power to all functions. However, if the devices are installed in alarm systems equipped with 
multiple functions, the jumpers should be removed to allow functions to operate independently 
and correctly. To detect unremoved jumpers, all loops to separate functions except one are 
isolated. After isolation, a predetermined signal is presented to the non-isolated loop and current 
is compared to a reference value. If jumpers exist between this non-isolated loop and another 
supposedly isolated loop, the additional parallel resistance produces an abnormal signal. To 
perform ground fault detection, lines of devices may be sequentially isolated at the control panel 
via software control until a previously detected ground fault disappears. The line that is isolated 
and which causes the fault to disappear is the line containing the fault. 

In contrast. Applicants' independent claim 1 recites a security system with a safety light 
feature. The security system includes a control for controlling the security system wherein the 
security system secures a building against burglaries. The security system further includes at 
least one sensor adapted to provide a signal to the control indicating that an emergency condition 
has been detected and at least one safety light. The safety light includes a housing, a receiver 
provided within the housing for receiving a wireless signal, and a transmitter provided within the 
housing for transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the home security system to inform the 
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home security system of a status of the safety light. The security system further includes a 
transmitter responsive to the control for transmitting a wireless signal to the at least one safety 
light to activate the at least one safety light when the control receives the signal indicating that 
the emergency condition has been detected. 

Further, there is no motivation or suggestion in either Astell and Barrieau to combine the 
references. Astell teaches a safety apparatus for providing information to a fire fighter and 
Barrieau teaches a method an apparatus for determining proper installation of alarm devices. 

One cannot base obviousness upon what a person skilled in the art could, or might, try 
but rather must consider what the prior art would have led a person skilled in the art to do. In re 
Antonie , 559 F.2d 618 195 USPQ 6 (CCPA, 1977). The Examiner must make a showing of a 
suggestion or motivation in the art to combine the references. In re Rouffet , 149 F.3d 1350, 47 
USPQ2d 1453 (Fed. Cir. 1998). The Examiner has failed to make such a showing. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that Astell and Barrieau, taken alone 
or in combination, do not teach or suggest the subject matter recited in Applicants' independent 
claim 1 as each of these references fail at least to teach or suggest at least one safety light 
including a housing, a receiver provided within the housing for receiving a wireless signal, and 
a transmitter provided within the housing for transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the 
home security system to inform the home security system of a status of the safety light. 

Independent claims 10, and 22-23 have been amended to recite similar features as claim 
1, and therefore are patentably distinct over Astell and Barrieau for at least the reasons discussed 
in connection with claim 1. 

Claims 2-5 and 7-8, 11, and 15-21, which depend directly or indirectly from the 
independent claims 1 and 10, incorporate all of the limitations of the corresponding independent 
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claims and are therefore patentably distinct over Astell and Barrieau for at least those reasons 
provided for claims 1 and 10. 

Rejection of Claims 9, 24. and 25 under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a). 

With respect to claims 9 and 24, the Office Action states that Astell and Barrieau disclose 
all the limitations but fail to disclose a directional light to indicate a direction of an exit from the 
building, which Merendini allegedly discloses. 

With respect to claim 25, the Office Action states that Astell and Barrieau disclose all the 
limitations but fail to disclose the control provides a plurality of illuminated directional indicia 
on the face, one at a time, in a time sequence, to indiecate a direction of an exit, which Merendini 
allegedly discloses. 

Astell and Barrieau have previously been discussed and do not teach or suggest the 
subject matter of Applicants' independent claims 1 and 23 as each of these references fails to 
teach or suggest, at least, a safety light including a housing, a receiver provided within the 
housing for receiving a wireless signal, and a transmitter provided within the housing for 
transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the home security system to inform the home 
security system of a status of the safety light. 

Further, because Astell and Barrieau do not teach or suggest the subject matter recited in 
independent claims 1 and 23, and because Merendini does not teach or suggest the elements of 
claims 1 and 23 that Astell and Barrieau are missing, Merendini is irrelevant. 

Claims 9, 24, and 25, which depend directly or indirectly from the independent claims 1 
and 23, incorporate all of the limitations of the corresponding independent claim and are 
therefore patentably distinct over Astell, Barrieau, and Merendini for at least those reasons 
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provided for claims 1 and 23. 

Rejection of Claims 6 and 13 under 35 U.S.C. S 103raV 

With respect to claims 6 and 13, the Office Action states that Astell and Barrieau disclose 
all the limitations but fail to disclose an image of a fire fighter and a child, which NPL allegedly 
discloses. 

Astell and Barrieau have previously been discussed and do not teach or suggest the 
subject matter of Applicants' independent claims 1 and 10 as each of these references fails to 
teach or suggest, at least, a safety light including a housing, a receiver provided within the 
housing for receiving a wireless signal, and a transmitter provided within the housing for 
transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the home security system to inform the home 
security system of a status of the safety Hght. 

Further, because Astell and Barrieau do not teach or suggest the subject matter recited in 
independent claims 1 and 10, and because NPL does not teach or suggest the elements of claims 
1 and 10 that Astell and Barrieau are missing, NPL is irrelevant. 

Claims 6 and 13, which depend directly or indirectly fi-om the independent claims 1 and 
10, incorporate all of the limitations of the corresponding independent claims and are therefore 
patentably distinct over Astell, Barrieau, and NPL for at least those reasons provided for claim 1 
and 10. 
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Rejection of Claims 12. 14. and 26 under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a). 

With respect to claim 12, the Office Action states that Astell and Barrieau disclose all the 
limitations but fail to disclose at least one light provided within the housing and responsive to the 
control for backlighting the first face to provide the illuminated indicia, which Kaiser allegedly 
discloses. 

With respect to claim 14, the Office Action states that Astell and Barrieau disclose all the 
limitations but fail to disclose the housing includes a second face, opposite the first face, and the 
control is responsive to the receiver for providing an illuminated indicia on the second face for 
informing rescue personnel of the emergency condition when the wireless activation signal is 
received by the receiver, which Kaiser allegedly discloses. 

With respect to claim 26, the Office Action states that Astell and Barrieau disclose all the 
limitations but fail to disclose at least one light proved within the housing for backlighting the 
first face to provide the illuminated indicia, which Kaiser allegedly discloses. 

Astell and Barrieau have previously been discussed and do not teach or suggest the 
subject matter of Applicants' independent claims 10 and 23 as each of these references fails to 
teach or suggest, at least, a safety light including a housing, a receiver provided within the 
housing for receiving a wireless signal, and a transmitter provided within the housing for 
transmitting a wireless signal to a receiver in the home security system to inform the home 
security system of a status of the safety light. 

Further, because Astell and Barrieau do not teach or suggest the subject matter recited in 
independent claims 10 and 23, and because Kaiser does not teach or suggest the elements of 
claims 10 and 23 that Astell and Barrieau are missing. Kaiser is irrelevant. 

Claims 12, 14, and 26, which depend directly or indirectly fi"om the independent claims 
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10 and 23, incorporate all of the limitations of the corresponding independent claims and are 
therefore patentably distinct over Astell, Barrieau, and Kaiser for at least those reasons provided 
for claims 10 and 23. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, applicants respectfully requests reconsideration, withdrawal of 
all rejections, and allowance of all pending claims in due course. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Scully, Scott, Murphy & Presser 
400 Garden City Plaza, Suite 300 
Garden City, New York 11530 
(516) 742-4343 

PJE:BMM:ej 




Bradley M. Marazas 
Reg. No. 51,997 
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